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ABSTRACT
The use of euphemistic substitutes to mask
potentially feeling-evoking content is well documented.

Different euphemism types can potentially distort the

contents of messages depicting questionable events in a
variety of ways; for example, by changing the names of

explicit terms so they sound less feeling-evoking,
reducing the perceived impact of questionable conduct,
potentially exempting individuals from social and personal

responsibilities, masking transgressions via guilt
deflection,

and making a perpetrator's actions seem less

mutable. Two studies examined how euphemistic labeling
affects perceptions of blame, graveness,

and appropriate

punishment in a male-to-female domestic violence scenario.
In the first study, participants were randomly presented

with one of two versions of the same story. One version of
the story was described using colloquial everyday words

(clear condition). The second version was identical,
except that characters,

labels,

and actions were

substituted using euphemistic labeling (sanitized

condition). Results showed that participants in the

sanitized condition, compared to participants in the clear
condition, rated the event as less serious,

assigned more

responsibility to the victim, and assigned less

responsibility to the aggressor. The second study builds

on these findings by integrating the roles of participant
gender, victim provocation, and two external factors

(i.e.,

situational and societal). Results suggest that

framing and level of victim provocation affects
attributions of blame and perpetrator punishment. Moreover

men, compared to women,

seemed to be more susceptible to

the combined effects of sanitized framing and victim
provocation when making attributions of blame,

such that

men made more extreme attributions to both perpetrator and

victim when the scenario was portrayed in straightforward
language coupled with an instance of moderate victim

provocation. It was also found that,

for women, relative

blame between perpetrator victim plays a mediating role

between story framing and perpetrator assigned punishment,
as well as between victim provocation and perpetrator
assigned punishment. The present research suggests that

euphemistic labeling and level of victim provocation may
be successful in altering attributions of blame in

domestic violence cases, and that these factors may be
processed differently by men and women. This research

highlights the importance of message framing and how it
affects people's perception of dire events.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

There is no doubt that there is power in the words

people choose to communicate something. The
(un)intentional substitution of even a single word can

completely distort the meaning of a message and even

modify our attitudes towards the content of such message.

The use of substitute terms to mask potentially feeling
evoking content is nothing modern; throughout history,

people have used these words, euphemisms, to turn ugly
truths into material that is much more comforting to

process. The effects of euphemism-use and its effects on
attitude and attribution change have been documented in

the past

(e.g. Bandura 1999, Slovenko 2005,

& Weiner

1995). Based on the inherit properties of euphemism-use,
it is reasonable to investigate the possibility that these

masking mechanisms have an effect in modifying people's
perceptions and attributions in morally questionable
situations. This research aims to explore the effects that

euphemism-use has on attributions of blame, perceptions of
graveness, and assignment of punishment in instances of

interpersonal aggression,

specifically, in domestic

violence.

1

Euphemism Properties and their Effects

Slovenko (2005) comprehensively covered the different

ways in which euphemism-use distorts the content of
messages. He described the use of euphemisms as a way to
substitute explicit or unpleasant language, with pleasant

words which in turn, can conceal reality. He further
illustrated how these words can be used to change the
names of explicit terms so they sound more politically
correct and evoke less feelings, and even to reduce the

perceived impact of questionable acts

(e.g. "marital

discord" instead of "wife-beating"). He further argued

that the use of a euphemism can potentially exempt
individuals from social and individual responsibilities

(e.g. a drunkard has what he or she deserves, versus an

alcoholic needs help to get over his or her addiction).
Slovenko also argued that euphemisms provide clean words
whose role is to mask atrocious acts by obscuring misdeeds

and redirecting culpability. He went so far as to refer to
euphemism-use,

in the business and political worlds, as

"words of mass deception". This argument is similar to one

posed by Gambino

(1973)

that euphemistic labeling is often

used to disguise the abhorrence of morally questionable
activities

(e.g.,

soldiers using the term "waste" rather

than kill their enemies).

Slovenko further took note on
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how euphemisms for death are a reflection of how people
deny it, and how the usage of such substitutes helps

people to distance from the concept of death (e.g.,
"passed away", and "no longer with us")

and to reduce the

anxiety and hopelessness that can be experienced when
exposed to it.

In his model of moral disengagement, Bandura

(1999)

included, among other factors, euphemistic labeling as a
mechanism used in the early stages of the self-regulatory

process in order to disengage from detrimental behavior.
In line with Slovenko's

(2005)

reasoning, Bandura argued

that euphemisms are used to sanitize spiteful activities
and thereby reduce the unpleasantness of such acts.
Additionally,

Tenbrunsel and Messick (2004)

argued that

euphemisms are commonly used when people engage in self
deception. They claim that people use euphemisms to

rationalize their unethical behaviors into actions that
are socially approved, which free the user from ethical

repercussions. In addition to euphemistic labeling,
Bandura identified other mechanisms that are intimately

related to the effects of euphemism-use described by

Slovenko. Such mechanisms include displacement of
responsibility, minimization of consequences, attribution

of blame, and, to a lesser extent, dehumanization of the
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victim. These mechanisms suggest that euphemism-use may

have an important role in moral disengagement and the
reduction of blame attribution towards oneself and,
possibly, towards others.

Euphemism Effects in Other Factors
It is also possible that euphemistic labeling can be
used to hide the human qualities of the actors involved in
actions with negative outcomes

(e.g. victim may be

considered more of a human-like quality compared to

plaintiff). Bandura's

(1999) moral disengagement theory

indicates that when victims are dehumanized, stripped from
human qualities, it is more likely that a person from a

third party will not feel empathy for them. A study
conducted by Cehajic, Brown, and Gonzalez

(2009)

found

that reminders of ingroup responsibility (when one belongs
to the advantaged group)

reduced empathy through subtle

victim dehumanization. In his integrative review on
dehumanization, Haslam (2006), proposed two different

senses of humanness that are denied during the process:
denying human attributes and denying human nature. The
former implies treating people as animal-like and the

latter suggests seeing the dehumanized victim as an object
or automata. Thus,

it is reasonable to assume that using

euphemisms to change the labels of human victims into more
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object-like nouns

(such as replacing "dead person" for

"casualty of war" in a battle) would lead to
dehumanization of the victim and probably, to

underestimate the consequences for him or her. However, it
must be noted that some studies on dehumanization and

perceived responsibility have shown mixed results,
that by Myers et al.

(2004),

such as

in which participants were

asked to assign a sentence to a defendant accused of
murder. Both victim and perpetrator were humanized and/or
dehumanized experimentally, depending on the condition.

Even though participants in the dehumanized perpetrator-

humanized victim showed the highest assignment of death
penalty for the perpetrator, the results did not reach
significant levels.

Situations that create a distance between
perpetrators and their actions can make perpetrators seem
less accountable. For instance, Bandura (1999)

argued that

euphemisms can make morally questionable behaviors seem

like the product of "nameless forces" rather than acts

caused by people aware of their own actions. A study
conducted with traumatic brain injury patients, showed

that those whose injuries were caused intentionally by
another person were more likely to blame others for their
current state compared to those who were accidentally
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injured, who were more likely to blame themselves

(Hart et

al 2007) . This finding suggests a proclivity to blame
specific targets only when the responsibility of an event

with negative outcomes is identifiable Euphemism-use may also remove the focus from the
perpetrator of questionable acts, which could lead to

distinct counterfactual scenarios. For instance,

a study

conducted by Skiffington, Parker, Richardson, and Calhoun
(1984)

suggests that the attributions that observers of

domestic violence make can easily be altered by simply

making them focus on seeing the event from either actor's
perspective.

Additionally, Kahneman and Miller

(2002)

suggested that objects in a particular situation described
are seen as more mutable if they are the focus of the

situation. On the other hand, when actors are seen as part
of the environment, observers are less likely to come up
with alternative scenarios by "mentally manipulating" the
actors' actions. The authors claim that this tendency
could explain why sometimes victims of violence can be

seen as responsible for their misfortune. When victims are
in the foreground they are the focus of the situation and
their actions are consequently perceived as mutable

easily have been different). Conversely, because the
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(could

actions of the perpetrator are in the background,

their

behaviors seem less mutable.
In line with norm theory,

the availability of cues

that allow recollection may have an impact on how

counterfactual scenarios are created. For instance,
according to Tversky and Kahneman (1982), retrievability

of instances can also be altered by simple biases

resulting from heuristic use. These researchers
highlighted the role of salience and imaginability in

assessing the probability of real-life situations.

If,

for

example, the details of a scandalous event are somehow

highlighted, it is very likely that a spectator will have
a more vivid image of the event and will,

therefore, have

more elements to imagine an alternative scenario

(i.e. how

things could have been done differently to avoid that

situation). Imaginability of potential things that could

go wrong in a particular instance can also cloud one's

judgment; the actual probability of the potential threats
taking place is irrelevant if the threats are easy to

imagine. Given Tversky and Kahneman's discussion of
salience and imaginability on retrieval of memories,

it is

reasonable to suggest that the properties of euphemisms
described by Bandura (1999), Slovenko

(2005), and others

can be used to conceal the salience of unpleasant events
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as well as the ease to which potential threats can be
imagined. This process, according to norm theory (Kahneman
& Miller,

2002) may result in counterfactual scenarios not

based on elements

(i.e. the perpetrator) that may have

been focal points had the event not been euphemized. These

counterfactuals, in turn, could potentially convey a

reduced moral accountability for the perpetrator.
According to Kahneman and Miller,

removing the focus from

the perpetrators of an unpleasant event may result in
their actions being perceived as presupposed, resulting in
the actions of the perpetrator being overlooked when
trying to reconstruct a scenario on how the event could

have been avoided.

Euphemisms and Attribution of
Blame in Domestic Violence

When others act, observers tend to form attributions
to explain the behavior (Heider, 2005). Attribution of

blame, a subset of attributional theory, has been directly

addressed by researchers such as Shaver (1985)

(1995). Specifically,

and Wiener

the type of responsibility addressed

by Shaver, "moral accountability", presents blame as a way
to determine the consequences for the perpetrator of a

morally questionable act which, in turn, can be mitigated
by appropriate excuses or justifications. According to
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Shaver,

an involved participant

(i.e.,

the perpetrator of

an act that resulted in negative outcomes)

is evaluated

for attribution of responsibility on five different
dimensions: causality, intentionality,
appreciation,

and foreknowledge (e.g.,

coercion,

Tomai & Forbus,

2007). Shaver notes, however, that responsibility is not

the sole determinant in blame attribution; circumstances

and appropriate excuses can diminish the blame attributed
to a perpetrator even when he or she is clearly identified

as responsible for the negative outcomes. As described by
Slovenko

(2005), euphemisms can be used to reduce the

perceived responsibility of a person for a questionable

act. Given this description, it is possible that

euphemistic language may be able to attenuate the
circumstance across the five attributional dimensions via
mitigating factors which, in turn, would reduce the
perpetrator's perceived blame.
Attribution of blame in instances of domestic

violence has extensively been studied in the past.

Previous research has found significant differences in
blame attribution as a function of
history of violence
(Bryant & Spencer,

participants' prior

(Bryant & Spencer,

2003),

gender

2003; Langhirichsen-Rohling et al.,

2010; Kristiansen & Giulietti,
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1990; Summers & Feldman,

1984), and relationship type between perpetrator and
victim ( Langhirichsen-Rohling et al,
Feldman,

1984),

2010; Summers &

among other factors. Several studies have

also examined the effects of severity of the event on
attribution of responsibility and punishment. For
instance, a study conducted by Lane and Knowles

(2000)

suggests that a higher severity of violence is associated
with higher punishment assigned to a perpetrator of

domestic violence. However, no study has directly
addressed the effects that euphemistic framing might have
on attributions of blame and perceived responsibility.

The current study aims to explore the possibility

that a euphemized (or sanitized) portrayal of a domestic

violence incident will affect people's perceptions of
blame towards the perpetrator and the victim, as well as

their perception of the incident's graveness. It is

expected that concealing the incident with euphemistic
framing will lead to a reduction of the perpetrator's

perceived blame and of the situation's impact. It is
expected that euphemism-use will reduce the feelings

evoked by explicit terms, create a separation between the
perpetrator and his actions, exempt the perpetrators from
his actions, possibly dehumanize the protagonists of the

scenario, take away the event's sense of impact, and
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remove the focus off the perpetrator so that alternative
scenarios constructed will not revolve around changing his
actions. Based on the euphemism properties and mechanisms

of action described,

it is hypothesized that participants

being exposed to a sanitized scenario depicting a domestic

violence incident will attribute less blame to the

perpetrator, more blame to the victim,

and will see the

incident as less grave, resulting in a lighter punishment
assigned to the perpetrator, compared to participants
exposed to the same scenario portrayed in colloquial clear

language.
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CHAPTER TWO
STUDY ONE

A study was conducted to obtain an initial measure of

framing effects on perceptions of domestic violence.

Participants were exposed to one of two versions of a
fictitious male-to-female domestic violence scenario. The
only difference between both versions was the specific

words used to describe the characters and some of their

actions. That is, the story in the first version was
described in common everyday words

(clear condition),

whereas the language used in the second version contained

euphemisms to substitute potentially threatening words and
labels present in the first version (sanitized condition).

After reading the scenario, participants completed a short
questionnaire to measure their perceptions of both the
perpetrator's and victim's level of responsibility for the
events that occurred, as well as the situation's

graveness. Participants were also asked to determine an

appropriate punishment for the perpetrator. If a sanitized
description of the domestic violence scenario minimizes

the event, as suggested by previous descriptions of the

consequences of euphemism-use (Bandura,

1999; Slovenko,

2005), then participants exposed to a sanitized (versus a

clear) description of the scenario, will see the
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perpetrator as less blameworthy, the victim as more

blameworthy and assign a lighter punishment to the
perpetrator.

Method
Participants

Fifty-five undergraduate students
males, 3 unidentified)

(44 females,
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from an ethnically diverse Southern

California university were recruited for this experiment.

Participant's age ranged from 20 to 54 years

(M = 27.29).

Participants were recruited from three different

psychology summer courses and received extra course credit
for their participation. No other type of compensation was

given. All participants read and signed a consent form

before they completed the study (see Appendix A) .
Materials and Measures

Domestic Violence Scenario. A male-to-female domestic

violence scenario,

adapted from the one developed by

Kristiansen and Giulietti (1990), was employed for

manipulation of the story framing. The scenario tells the
story of a man (Mr. Jones)

getting back home from work and

physically assaulting his wife (Mrs. Jones)

after a

discussion about dinner not being ready on time. Two

versions of the story were created; the clear version was
similar to that created by Kristiansen and Giulietti,
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whereas the sanitized version had its protagonists and
many of its actions and labels substituted by euphemisms

(See Appendix B & C) . The actions and labels to be
substituted were selected based on their impact,

their

descriptiveness of the assault, and their potential to be
rephrased into more politically correct terms.
Measures of Protagonists' Responsibility and Event

Graveness. To assess perceived levels of responsibility,

for both the perpetrator and the victim,

and the perceived

graveness of the overall event, a questionnaire using 7point rating scales was created. The questionnaire was

constructed from selected items from a scale employed by

Pierce and Harris

(1993)

and from the revised Blame

Attribution Inventory (BAI; Gudjonsson & Singh,

1989).

Some of the items were modified as to fit the particular

situation of the scenario employed in this study (See

Appendix D). The perpetrator

.67)

(a = .70)

and victim (a =

responsibility measures each included 3 items

(e.g.,

Mr. Jones was responsible and Mrs. Jones was to blame) .
The graveness measure included 4 items

(a = .77; e.g.,

How serious was the scenario described above?) .
Measures of Punishment. Three items
point rating scale)

(rated on a 7-

from the BAI were adapted to determine

the extent to which participants thought the perpetrator

14

deserved to be punished (e.g., Mr.

Jones deserves to be

severely punished for what he did) . We also included a

single item measure by Saucier, Hockett,

(2008)

and Wallenberg

that asked participants to recommend a sentence for

the perpetrator in a Likert-type scale that ranged from 1
(minimum sentence)

to 7

(maximum sentence). The above

items were added together to create a composite of
perpetrator punishment

from Rye, Greatrix,

(a = .65). The last item (adapted

& Enright ,2006)

simply asked

participants to assign jail time to the perpetrator in a
free response format

(see Appendix D). The answers for

this jail time variable were transformed into months.

Manipulation Check and Demographics. Effectiveness of

the framing manipulation was tested using two questions
that asked participants to recall whether certain words

were used in the story they read or not. A brief
demographics questionnaire was also employed (see Appendix

D) .
Procedure

Participants were recruited from three different
psychology courses, with the instructors' consent,

and

were administered the survey in their own classrooms
during class time. Participants were given a packet
containing an informed consent, one of the two versions of
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the domestic violence scenario (assigned at random), the

questionnaires described in the Method section,

and a

debriefing sheet. Participants were instructed to read the

story and answer the questions at their own pace. After

all the packets were collected, participants were
debriefed (see Appendix E), asked if they had any

questions about the purpose of the experiment and were

thanked for their participation. The time of
administration for all three sessions did not exceed 20
minutes.

Results
For each participant, the responses to the

manipulation check question about the clear words were
subtracted from the’responses to the question about the
sanitized words, creating a score that ranged from -6 to

6. Participants in the Clear condition who obtained a zero

or positive score, and participants in the Sanitized
condition who obtained a zero or a negative score, were
kept for further analyses as their scores indicated an
awareness of the type of words to which they were exposed

when they read the scenario. This procedure reduced our

sample size to 48 participants

(40 females,

seven males,

and one unidentified). Of the seven participants removed,
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six were in the Clear condition, and one was in the

Sanitized condition.

Independent sample t-tests were conducted using the

variables described above to test for mean differences in
scores as a function of type of framing (See Table 1). A

marginally significant mean difference in scores for the

measure of perpetrator blame between the two experimental
conditions was found. Participants in the sanitized

condition (M = 18.52,

SD = 3.46)

tended to assign less

blame to the perpetrator compared to those in the clear

condition (M = 20.24, SD = 2.12),

t(46) = 2.00, p= .051,

r2 = .080. For the measure of victim blame,

the opposite

trend was found; participants in the sanitized condition

i
(M = 5.59,

SD = 3.14)

showed a tendency to assign more

blame to the victim than those in the clear condition (M ~

4.38, SD = 2.69),

t(46) = -1.41, p = .165,

r2 = .041. This

mean difference did not reach statistical significance,
however. A significant mean difference in scores between
groups was also found for the measures of event graveness,

t(46) = 2.10, p = .041, r2 = .088. Participants in the

sanitized condition (M = 24.70, SD = 3.45) viewed the
situation as less grave compared to those in the clear

condition (Af = 26.52,

SD = 2.23) . No statistically

significant results were obtained from the measures for
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perpetrator's punishment,

time in months,

t(45) = 0.19, p = .848, or jail

t(43) = 0.35, p = .732.

Table 1. Study 1: Mean Responses for Composite Outcome

Measures
Clear Framing
Perpetrator blame

20.24

Victim blame

4.38

Event graveness

(2.58)a

(2.69)a

Sanitized Framing
(3.46)b

18.52

5.59 (3.14)a

(2.23)a

24.70

(3.45)b

Perpetrator
punishment

21.86 (4.03)a

21.65

(3.21)a

Jail time

14.25 (11.88)a

12.82

26.52

(15.35)a

Note: N range from 21 to 27 per cell. Standard deviations
appear in parentheses. Means within rows that do not share a
common alphabetic superscript differ at p < .05.

A series of bivariate correlations was conducted,

for

each experimental condition, to examine the relationships
among the four composite variables as a function of type

of framing (see Table 2). In the clear condition,
perpetrator blame was correlated with perpetrator's

assigned punishment

(r = .520), and it is also inversely

correlated with victim's responsibility (r = -.893).

However,

in the sanitized condition, perpetrator blame was

not significantly correlated with perpetrator's punishment
(r = .215); suggesting that sanitized language may have

18

succeeded in creating a separation between the perpetrator
and his actions, which was reflected on the dissociation
between perpetrator's blame and his assigned punishment.

To analyze the effects of key individual items, T-tests
were conducted on the individual items from each of the
composite variables created using story framing as the IV.

Statistically significant differences in mean scores

between both groups were found for some of the items

analyzed (See Figure 1). Participants in the Sanitized
condition (M = 5.74, SD = 2.01) perceived the perpetrator
as less responsible, compared to participants in the Clear

condition (M = 6.81, SD - 0.68),

t(46) = 2.33, p- .024,

r2 = .106. Participants also perceived the victim as more

responsible in the Sanitized condition (M = 2.30, SD =
1.96), compared to the Clear condition (M = 1.43,
0.87),

SD =

t(46) = -1.89, p = .065, r2 = .071. Also,

participants in the Sanitized condition (M = 6.22,

0.85)

saw the situation as less harmful,

SD =

compared to

participants in the Clear condition (M = 6.76,

SD = 0.54),

t(46) = 2.54, p = .014, r2 = .123. Additionally,

a

marginally significant mean difference was found on
seriousness between the two groups,

.107, r2 = .056,

t(46) = 1.65, p -

such that participants in the sanitized
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condition (M = 6.22,

tended to see the event as

SD = 0.93)

less serious compared to participants in the clear

condition (M = 6.62, SD - 0.67) .

Table 2. Study 1: Correlation Matrix for Composite

Measures of Perpetrator Blame. (PB), Victim Blame

Event Graveness

(VB) ,

(EV), and Perpetrator's Assigned

Punishment, by Framing Condition
1

2

3

a

Clear condition

1. PB
2. VB

3.. EG
4-. Punishment

-

.97

-

**
-.893

.279

-.210

*
.520

*
-.502

.88
**
.755

.38
.74

Sanitized condition
1. PB
2. VB
3. EG
4. Punishment

-

.61
-

**
-.653

-.083

-.083

.215

*
-.411

.54
**
.588

Note. N = 48
^Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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.87
.58

Perp.
Resp.

Victim
Resp.

Event
Harmful

Event
Serious

Figure 1. Attribution of Responsibility for Perpetrator

and Victim, Perception of Event Harmfulness, and

Perception of Event Seriousness as a Function of Story
Framing.

Discussion

This study was a preliminary attempt to test the
effects of euphemistic framing on perceptions of a

specific domestic violence instance. The results attained

provided partial support for the hypothesis that being
exposed to a sanitized description of a domestic violence

’

incident would reduce the perceptions of perpetrator's

blame but increase the perceptions of victim's blame
(possibly by reducing participants' empathy towards her),
compared to being exposed to a clear unmasked description
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of the event. Expected differences in perceptions between
the groups were found on most of the blame dimensions

used, though the differences only reached statistical
significance for the items measuring perpetrator and
victim responsibility. Likewise,

for the measures of

perceived graveness of the event, the differences between
groups fell in the predicted direction,

such that

participants exposed to the sanitized description
perceived the event as less grave compared to those

exposed to a clear description of the event; though, only
the measures of seriousness and harmfulness reached
statistical significance. Additionally,

it must be noted

that, among the items employed to measure perpetrator's
deserved punishment, only the sentencing measure reached a

marginally significant level.
A plausible explanation of why the differences in
scores between the clear and sanitized groups were

relatively small could be the existence of a ceiling

effect in this particular sample. Participants in both
groups seemed to, almost unanimously, agree that the
perpetrator was to blame for the incident in a much higher
proportion than the victim. Lane and Knowles

reached similar results,

(2000)

such that attribution of blame

did not differ significantly as a function of severity of
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violence or alcohol consumption. These researchers
attributed their results to participants assigning full

blame to the perpetrator. The results of the present study
could be because of this particular sample's was primarily

composed of women and older students

(both age-wise and in

terms of educational year). Previous studies have found
that women tend to attribute less blame to the victim of
domestic violence compared to men (Bryant & Spencer, 2010;

Langhirichsen-Rohling et al., 2010; Kristiansen &
Giulietti, 1990; Summers & Feldman,

1984)

and that college

juniors/seniors tend to blame societal factors more,

for

promoting domestic violence, compared to college
freshmen/sophomores

(Bryant & Spencer,

2003; though the

authors did not specifically attributed this effect to

educational level, age, or both). Another possibility is
that the victim in the scenario may have been perceived as

passive throughout the whole incident or,

in other words,

her actions may not have been perceived as provoking or

worthy of retaliation. This explanation would fall in line
with previous studies
Pierce & Harris,

(Kristiansen & Giulietti,

1993),

1990;

in which participants exposed to a

scenario in which the wife verbally provoked the husband,
attributed more blame to her, relative to participants
exposed to a no-provocation scenario. Furthermore,
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sometimes people tend to blame the victim based on
perceptions of deservingness and justice
Goldberg,

(Lerner &

1999).

Also, the nonsignificant relationship between

perpetrator's blame and sentencing does not provide

support to the original hypothesis, which suggested that a
decrease in perpetrator's perceived blame would lead to a

lighter sentence. It is likely that factors other than
victim's blame and situation graveness are playing a big

role between level of perpetrator's blame and recommended
punishment assigned to him. It is possible that
participants attributed responsibility for the event to
situational or societal factors. Indeed, both these

components were incorporated in the Domestic Violence

Blame Scale

(DVBS) developed by Petretic-Jackson et al

(1994), which was utilized in the study conducted by

Bryant and Spencer (2003).
A plausible limitation to this study concerns the

possible lack of external validity due to the absence of a
systematic approach utilized in the selection and

replacement of words and phrases that differentiated the
clear and sanitized versions of the domestic violence

scenario. This possible limitation, along with the issues
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previously discussed in this section, were rectified in
the second study.
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CHAPTER THREE
STUDY TWO

The purpose of the proposed study is to build on the
pilot study by incorporating the analysis of situational

and societal factors and by slightly modifying the
methodological design. It is expected that, by

incorporating the situational and societal factors
described in the DVBS

(Petretic-Jackson et al,

1994), a

better understanding of the blame attribution among

perpetrator, victim,

and external factors will be

attained. Based on the description of euphemism-use given
by Slovenko

(2005), which includes making a separation

between a subject and his/her actions via a careful

selection of words, it would be expected that people
exposed to the sanitized version of the story would result
in participants attributing less blame to societal

circumstances

(e.g. the media) compared to participants

exposed to the clear version. It is also expected that
participants in the sanitized condition will assign more
blame to situational circumstances due to the focus of the

story being driven away from the perpetrator and into the

situation itself.
In order to rectify the methodological limitations

from the first study, several key changes were made.
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First, a more systematic way to create the sanitized

version of the domestic violence scenario was employed in
order to provide external validity to the results that

will be obtained. Words and phrases that directly
addressed or described the interaction between the

from the clear

perpetrator and the victim were extracted,

scenario used in the pilot study,

for semantic analysis,

and organized for several independent reviewers to rate.
For each word/group of words, two synonyms were selected

(based on how "close" in meaning to the original word
thesaurus considered them to be). Second,
past research (Kristiansen & Giulietti,

Willis-Esqueda,

1999; Pierce & Harris,

in line with

1990; Harrison &

1993, Willis-

Esqueda & Harrison, 2005) that found significant

differences in blame attribution between a case in which
the wife "provokes" the husband and a case in which no
provocation exists,

an additional manipulation was added

to the present study in order to examine these effects.

The same instance of provocation by the wife used by
Kristiansen and Giulietti was added to both versions of

the scenario; thus, creating a 2 x 2 between subjects

experimental design with framing (Clear vs. Sanitized)
victim's provocation (Minimal vs. Moderate)

as the

dependent variables. Third, in order to obtain a less
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and

homogeneous sample,

the study was available online and

accessible to all CSUSB students via SONA. Finally,

three

more manipulation check questions were added, two to make

sure that participants were aware of the particular
version of the story they read,

and one more to verify

that participants were aware of the victim's

(lack of)

provocation.

The Role of Gender in Attributions
of Domestic Violence
Characteristics of the perceiver have been found to

have a large influence on how he or she perceives and
attributes blame in domestic violence cases. Gender of the

perceiver has been consistently found to have an effect on

attribution of responsibility such that males tend to
place more blame on the victim than do females

(e.g.,

Bryant & Spencer, 2003; Kristiansen & Giulietti,

1990;

Langhirichsen-Rohling et al., 2010). Conversely,

females

tend to see the male perpetrator as more blameworthy
(Langhirichsen-Rohling et al., 2010)

and tend to place

more importance on domestic violence as an issue

Seelau,

& Poorman,

2003)

(Seelau,

than do men. In light of these

gender differences, the current study will address the
effects of participants' gender and how it interacts with
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other factors related to attributions and perceptions in
domestic violence cases.

Based on the findings in the first study, we

hypothesize that the same result patterns will be
replicated in the current study. We expect that
participants exposed to a sanitized version of a domestic
violence scenario,

as opposed to a clear or

straightforward version of the same scenario, will

attribute less blame to the perpetrator and more blame to

the victim, will perceive the event as less grave, and

will deem the perpetrator more worthy of punishment.
Furthermore, we expect that an instance of moderate
provocation by the victim will lead to a redistribution of

blame such that she will be seen as more blameworthy and
the perpetrator as less blameworthy, compared to an

instance in which the victim exhorts minimal levels of
provocation. We expect that this redistribution of blame

will also be paralleled by milder judgments of the
perpetrator, which would be reflected in a less severe
punishment. We also predict that victim provocation will

amplify the effects of euphemistic framing by making the
victim (rather than the perpetrator)

the focus of the

scenario, thus increasing the salience of her actions and
the way people will perceive them. Furthermore, based on
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the documented effects of gender on attributions of blame
in domestic violence that have been previously outlined,
we hypothesize that, compared to men, women will attribute
more blame to the perpetrator and less blame to the victim
regardless of condition, and that men and women will

differ in response to story framing and victim
provocation. We also expect that the combined effects of

sanitized framing and victim provocation will affect men
and women differently, such that men will be more

susceptible to the change in focus from perpetrator's to
victim's actions. We predict that this susceptibility will

lead men, compared to women, to attribute less blame to
the perpetrator and more blame to the victim when the

story depicts the event in a sanitized way and includes an

instance of moderate victim provocation. Finally,

it is

expected that the redistribution of blame will also alter
the blame attributed to situational and societal factors
across experimental conditions. The latter hypothesis is

exploratory in nature, as we are not predicting any
specific directions in the result patterns.

Method

Participants

.

One-hundred and fifty one undergraduate students from

an ethnically diverse Southern California university were
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originally recruited for this experiment. Participants

were recruited via the university's Research Management
System (SONA)

and received extra course credit for their

participation. No other type of incentive or compensation

was offered. After reading the consent form (see Appendix
A), eight participants opted to receive their extra course

credit without taking part in the study, leaving a sample
size of 143 participants

(103 females and 39 males).

Participants ranged from 18 years old to 60 years old,

with a median age of 22

(M = 23.19, SD = 5.86).

Materials and Measures

Domestic Violence Scenario. A male-to-female domestic
violence scenario, adapted from the one developed by
Kristiansen and Giulietti (1990), was employed for

manipulation of the main IV (story framing). The scenario
tells the story of a man (Mr. Jones)

getting back home

from work and physically assaulting his wife (Mrs. Jones)

after a discussion about dinner not being ready on time.
Two versions of the story were created, one for each level

of the IV. The Clear version was similar to that created
by Kristiansen and Giulietti, and used straightforward

language to describe the event (See Appendix B) . In
contrast, the Sanitized version had its protagonists and

many of its actions and labels substituted by euphemisms
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(See Appendix C). The Sanitized version was constructed by
selecting synonyms

(obtained from http://www.thesaurus.com

and http://www.dictionary.com ) to correspond with key

words from the Clear version. Independent raters then
evaluated the sanitized synonyms based on the words'
impact, perceived harmfulness, effectiveness in assigning

blame, and semantic similarity to the words to be

substituted. To create the Sanitized version, we selected
words that were rated as having the least impact, the
least perceived harmfulness, and were the least effective

in assigning blame; while keeping their semantic meaning

as close as possible to the words to be substituted. Words
that were unknown to one or more of the raters were
automatically discarded. We then substituted the selected
words with their counterparts in the Clear version.

We also created two versions of provocation. In the
Moderate provocation condition, the same provocation lines

used by Kristiansen and Giulietti were placed in the same
position as in the original scenario. The following lines

were used in both the Clear and Sanitized Moderate
Provocation condition but were not present in the Minimal
Provocation condition.

Mrs. Jones then became upset. She began to

yell at Mr. Jones and as her anger heightened,
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she began to shout various obscenities at him,

calling him a "nagging bastard."
This addition resulted in a 2

Male or Female) x 2

(Participant Gender:

(Framing: Clear vs. Sanitized) by 2

(Provocation: Minimal vs. Moderate) between-subjects
design, which yielded four possible experimental

conditions within each gender group:

Clear-framing/Minimal-provocation,
Clear-framing/Moderate-provocation,
Sanitized-framing/Minimal-provocation, and
Sanitized-framing/Moderate provocation.
Measures of Protagonists' Blame and Event Graveness.

To assess perceived levels of blame,

for both the

perpetrator and the victim, and the perceived graveness of

the event overall, we included 10 items

(see Appendix D)

that were adapted from selected items from a scale
employed by Pierce and Harris

(1993)

and from the revised

Blame Attribution Inventory (BAI; Gudjonsson & Singh,

1989). All measures were evaluated using 7-point rating
scales. Three items assessed blame of the perpetrator (a
= .71; e.g., Mr.

Jones was mostly to blame)

and blame of

the victim (a = .86; e.g., Mrs. Jones was responsible).

Four items assessed event graveness
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(a = .74; e.g., How

serious was the scenario described above?). All three

composite variables were created by adding the
corresponding items together such that scores could range

from 3 to 21 for the blame scales and from 4 to 28 for the
graveness scale.

Measures of Situational and Societal Blame. Two

subscales of the Domestic Violence Blame Scale
Petretic-Jackson et al,

(DVBS;

1994) were adapted to measure

blame on two different factors: situational and societal.
Five items

(a = .72) were added together to compo.se the

situational factor (e.g.,

The incident may have occurred

because the Jones family is likely to be in an unstable

home)

and six items

factor (e.g.,

(a = .72) composed the societal

The amount of sex and violence in the media

today may have influenced Mr. Jones' actions) . All items
were rated on 7-point Likert scales and again were summed
together

(see Appendix D).

Measures of Punishment. Three items from the BAI were

adapted to determine the degree to which participants

thought the perpetrator deserved to be punished (items

rated on 7-point Likert scales). We also included a
question employed by Saucier, Hockett, and Wallenberg
(2008)

that asked participants to recommend a sentence for
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the perpetrator in a Likert-type scale that ranged from 1

(minimum sentence)

to 7

(maximum sentence). These four

items were added together to create a composite for
perpetrator punishment

from Rye, Greatnix,

(a ~ .73). The last item (adapted

& Enright, 2006)

simply asked

participants to assign jail time to the perpetrator in a

free-response format

(in months and/or years; See Appendix

D). This item was manually recoded into months and the

variable renamed as jail months (ambiguous and inexact
sentencing periods were ignored and left blank).
Manipulation Check. The Framing manipulation was

tested using four questions that asked participants to
rate

(on 7-point Likert scales)

the extent to whether they

recalled specific words used in the story they read (e.g.,

Throughout the story, Mr. and Mrs. Jones were referred to
as "aggressor" and "victim" respectively) . The Provocation

manipulation was tested simply by asking participants, on
a 7-point scale, the degree to which they remembered Mrs.

Jones shouting obscenities at her husband (see Appendix
D) .
Procedure

Participants were recruited online via the

university's SONA Research Management System with an offer

of extra course credit. Upon signing up, participants were
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provided with a web link directing them to the study. Once,
they accessed it, participants were presented with the

consent form for them to sign and date followed by a
statement that asked them to agree to answer the following

questions to the best of their ability. Those who
responded negatively to the statement were automatically

taken to the end of the survey and granted extra course

credit. Those who agreed to the statement were randomly

assigned to one of the four scenarios and then instructed
to imagine that they were part of the jury assigned to the

case they were about to read. Randomization occurred

within gender group to ensure that men and women would be
equally distributed across conditions. After acknowledging

that the scenario had been read, participants were then

asked to answer the measures of protagonists' blame,
situational and societal blame, event graveness,

perpetrator punishment, the manipulation check questions,

and a brief demographics questionnaire. Upon completion,
participants were provided with a debriefing statement and

the researchers' contact information (see Appendix E).

Results
Manipulation Checks
For each participant, the responses to the questions
about the sanitized words were added and subtracted from
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the combined responses to the questions about the clear
words, creating a score that ranged from -12 to 12.
Participants in the Clear condition who obtained a

positive score, and participants in the Sanitized

condition who obtained a negative score, were kept for
further analyses as their scores indicated an awareness of

the type of words to which they were exposed when they

read the scenario. This procedure reduced our sample size

to 127 participants

(91 females and 35 males). Of the 16

participants removed,

four were in the Clear

framing/Minimum provocation condition, eight were in the

Clear framing/Moderate provocation condition, three were

in the Sanitized framing/Minimum provocation condition,
and one was in the Sanitized framing/Moderate provocation

condition. An independent-samples t-test was conducted on
the single item for provocation manipulation check,

as a

function of victim Provocation. Participants in the

Minimum provocation condition (M=1.40; SD = 1.26) were
less likely to agree than where those in the Moderate

provocation condition (M = 5.72; SD ~ 1.85)

that the

victim yelled obscenities at her husband t(125)

= -15.31,

p < .001, r2 = .653. The magnitude of this result suggests

that the provocation manipulation was successful overall.
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Zero-order Correlations. Table 3 depicts the
correlations among all central outcome variables.

Attribution of blame toward the perpetrator was negatively
correlated with attribution of blame toward the victim,

r

(127) = -.60, p < .001. In. line with our hypotheses,
perpetrator blame increased in conjunction with perception

of graveness for the event, r (127) = .37, p < .001, and
with worthiness of punishment for the perpetrator, r (127)

= .35, p < .001. Conversely, victim blame decreased as
perception of graveness for the event, r (127) - -.25, p =

.004, and worthiness of punishment for the perpetrator, r
(127) = -.39, p < .001, increased. Finally, worthiness of

punishment for the perpetrator increased in conjunction

with perception of graveness for the event, r (127) = .43,
p < .001, and assigned jail time for the perpetrator, r

(127) = .35, p < .001.
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Table 3. Study 2: Zero-Order Correlations among Key

Outcome Variables.
1

2

3

4

—

1.

Perpetrator Blame

2.

Victim Blame

3.

Event Graveness

*
.37

*
-.25

4.

Perpetrator Punishment

*
.35

*
-.39

*
.43

5.

Jail Time

-.08

.05

.12

*
-.60

*
.35

Note. N = 127, aN = 109.
■^Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Main Analyses

A series of 2

(Gender: Male or Female) X 2

Clear or Sanitized) X 2

(Framing:

(Provocation: Minimal or Moderate)

ANOVAs were conducted on the dependent variables described

above. Statistical significance was set at .05.
Differences in degrees of freedom across measures reflect

cases in which participants did not answer all items. The
mean responses for all outcome measures are depicted in
Table 4.
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Table 4. Study 2: Mean Responses for Outcome Measures for
Men and Women.
Clear Framing

Sanitized Framing

Moderate
Provocation

Minimal
Provocation

Moderate
Provocation

20.10 (2.02)a

14.67 (3.50)b

17.70 (5.60)a

18.33 (2.92) ac

4.00 (2.00)a

11.33 (5.01)b

8.30 (7.90)bc

7.78 (4.99)bc

Situational
blame

23.60 (5.60)a 25.17 (4.58) ab

22.60 (7.15)a

19.67 (4.47)ac

Societal
blame

26.30 (6.52)a 23.00 (5.93) a

21.80 (7.89)a

22.89 (7.20)a

Event
graveness

26.40 (2.27)a

19.67 (5.28)b

26.20 (2.04)a 25.11 (3.18) ac

Perpetrator
Punishment

22.60 (3.50)a

18.00 (5.59)a

22.60 (5.97)a

Jail time
in months

13.83 (16.65)a 20.80 (23.44)a 22.50 (24.93)ab 3.88 (4.36) ac

Minimal
Provocation

Men
Perpetrator
blame

Victim
blame

19.00 (6.28)a

Women
Perpetrator
blame

Victim
blame

20.16 (1.64)a 18.65 (2.24)b

19.22 (2.65)a

16.87 (3.72)c

4.00 (1.89)a

6.89 (3.58)b

5.00 (2.78)a

8.74 (3.44)c

Situational
blame

21.00 (4.99)a

20.96 (6.76) a

21.09 (4.88)a

21.00 (6.21)a

Societal
Blame

25.42 (6.74)a 25.91 (6.23)a

25.87 (7.14)a

23.13 (6.89)a

Event
graveness

26.16 (2.12)a 24.96 (3.88)a

25.44 (3.76)a

24.87 (3.01)a

Perpetrator
punishment

23.90 (3.20)a 20.35 (3.68)b

21.04 (4.33)c

18.87 (3.81)bd

Jail time
17.67 (17.97)a 13.12 (23.65)a 11.84 (15.54)a 17.22 (20.97)a
in months
Note: Men N range from 6 to 10 per cell. Women N range from 19 to 26
per cell. Standard deviations appear in parentheses. Means within
rows that do not share a common alphabetic superscript differ at
p < .10.
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Perpetrator Blame. A marginally significant main

effect for Gender was revealed,
SD = 4.06)

such that men (M — 18.03,

found the perpetrator to be less blameworthy

compared to women (M = 18.66, SD = 2.76),

F(l,118) = 2.99,

p = .086, i)2 = .020. A main effect for Provocation was
also found,

such that participants being exposed to the

scenario with moderate victim provocation (M = 17.59,
SD ~ 3.05) deemed the perpetrator less blameworthy

compared to participants exposed to the minimal

provocation scenario (M = 19.40, SD = 3.05),
F(l,118) = 13.32, p < .001, r]2 = .088. A main effect for
story framing was not found, despite the mean differences

falling in the predicted direction with the mean being

higher in the Clear (M = 18.97, SD = 2.66)
Sanitized (M = 18.03,

than in the

SD = 3.54) condition,

F( 1,118) = 0.38, p = .54. However,

an interaction between

Framing and Provocation was revealed, F(1,118) = 4.85,
p - .03, r]2 = .032: When there was a clear framing,

participants deemed the perpetrator to be less blameworthy
in the Moderate provocation (M = 17.91, SD - 2.92)

the Minimal provocation scenario

(M = 20.14,

than in

SD = 1.75),

t (124) — 2.66, p = .009, r2 = .054. Also, when there was a

Sanitized framing, participants deemed the perpetrator
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less blameworthy in the Moderate provocation scenario

(M = 16.74, SD = 4.00)
scenario

than in the Minimal provocation

(M = 18.76, SD = 3.76),

t(124) = 2.53, p = .013,

r2 = .049. A marginally significant interaction between

Gender and Framing was also found, F(l,118) = 2.84,
p = .095, r|2 = .019. Females tended to deem the perpetrator

more blameworthy in the Clear scenario

(M - 19.29,

SD = 2.13) than in the Sanitized scenario (M = 18.04,
SD = 3.17),

t(122) = 1.88, p = .062, r2 = .028. No

interaction between Gender and Provocation was found,
F(l,124) = 0.16, p = .690. Of most importance, the

predicted 3-way interaction among Gender,

Framing, and

Provocation was revealed, F (1,118) = 8.50, p = .004,
r|2 = .056. To interpret this 3-way interaction, we first

performed a Framing x Provocation ANOVA within each gender
group. We analyzed the data within gender group because

men and women typically differ in their responses to
domestic violence situations

(e.g., Bryant & Spencer,

2003; Kristiansen & Giulietti, 1990; Langhirichsen-Rohling

et al., 2010; Summers & Feldman, 1984). We report the

analyses for men and women below.
For men, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed no

main effects for either Framing, F(l,20) = 0.06, p - .81,
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or Provocation, F(l,20) = 1.01, p = .32. However, a
marginally significant interaction between the two factors
was exposed, F(l,20) = 3.41, p = .08, r]2 = .14. We next

tested our focused hypotheses with a one-way ANOVA (2-tail
tests). These tests revealed a significant simple main

effect between the Clear/Minimal and the Clear/Moderate
condition, t(31) = 2.77, p = .009,

r2 = .198. In the Clear

scenario, men who were exposed to the Minimal provocation

condition (M = 20.10, SD — 2.02) deemed the perpetrator to

be more blameworthy than did men exposed to the Moderate
provocation condition (M = 14.67, SD = 3.50). A marginally

r

significant simple main effect between the Clear/Moderate

and Sanitized/Moderate conditions was revealed,

t(31) = -

1.83, p = .077, r2 = .097. In the Moderate provocation

condition, participants exposed to the Clear framing

(M = 14.67, SD = 3.50)

deemed the perpetrator to be less

blameworthy than did participants exposed to the Sanitized
framing

(M = 18.33, SD = 2.92). No other significant

simple main effects were found, all ts < 1.41, ps > .168.

For women, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed a
main effect for Framing, F(l,87) = 6.44, p = .013,
q2 = .06: Women exposed to the Sanitized scenario

(M = 18.04,

SD — 3.17) deemed the perpetrator to be less
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blameworthy compared to women exposed to the Clear

scenario

(M = 19.29, SD = 2.13). A main effect for

Provocation was also found, F(l,87) = 12.88, p = .001,
r|2 = .15: Women deemed the perpetrator to be less

blameworthy when the victim moderately provoked him

(M = 17.81,

SD — 2.88) compared to the scenario with

minimal victim provocation (M = 19.64, SD = 2.27) . No

interaction between Framing and Provocation was found,
F(l,87) = 0.62, p = .43. In light of the two main effects
and our focused hypotheses, we proceeded to examine the
simple effects within each condition despite not finding a
significant interaction. The one-way ANOVA revealed
several significant simple main effects. When women were

exposed to the Clear scenario, they deemed the perpetrator
to be more blameworthy in the Minimal provocation

condition (M = 20.16, SD = 1.64) than in the Moderate

provocation condition (M = 18.65, SD = 2.24),
t(87) = 1.96, p = .053, r2 = .044. Additionally, women

exposed to the sanitized scenario considered the
perpetrator to be more blameworthy in the Minimal

provocation condition (AT = 19.22,

SD = 2.65)

women in the Moderate provocation condition
SD = 3.27),

than did
(AT = 16.87,

t(87) = 3.13, p = .002, r2 = .102. Finally,
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women exposed to the Moderate provocation condition deemed

the perpetrator to be more worthy of blame when the
scenario was framed in a sanitized form (M = 18.65,

SD = 2.24) as opposed to a clear form (M = 16.87,
SD = 3.27),

t(87) = 2.45, p = .016,

r2 = .063. No

significant simple main effect was found between the
Clear/Minimal and Sanitized/Minimal conditions,
t(87) = 1.19, p = .236.

Victim Blame. A main effect for Gender was revealed,

such that men (M = 7.46, SD = 5.79)

found the victim to be

more blameworthy compared to women (M - 6.27,

SD = 3.50),

F(l,118) = 4.77, p = .031, r]2 = .031. A main effect for
Provocation was also found, such that participants being

exposed to the scenario with moderate victim provocation
(M = 8.09, SD = 4.02) deemed the victim more blameworthy

compared to participants exposed to the minimal
provocation scenario

(M = 5.06,

SD = 3.99),

F(l,118) = 18.69, p < .001, r|2 = .120. No main effect was
found for Framing, F(1,118) = 1.34, p = .25. However, an

interaction between Framing and Provocation was found,

F(l,118) = 5.07, p = .026, r]2 = .032. In the Clear
scenario, participants deemed the victim to be more
blameworthy when she moderately provoked her husband
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(M = 7.72,

SD = 4.18)

compared to the scenario in which

she shows minimal provocation (M = 4.00, SD = 1.89),

t(124) = -3.66, p < .001, r2 - .097. In the Sanitized
scenario, participants also deemed the victim to be more

blameworthy when she moderately provoked her husband
(M = 8.24, SD = 3.89)

compared to the scenario in which

she shows minimal provocation

(M = 6.00,

SD = 5.02),

t(124) = -2.31, p = .023, r2 = .041. When there was
minimal victim provocation, participants deemed the victim
more blameworthy in the sanitized (M = 6.00,

SD - 5.02)

than in the clear scenario (M - 4.00, SD = 1.89),

t(124) = -1.98, p = .05, r2 = .031

The interactions

between Gender and Framing, F(1,118) = 0.46, p = .50, and

between Gender and Provocation,

F(l,118) < 0.01, p = .952,

were not statistically significant. Mirroring the pattern

found for perpetrator blame, a 3-way interaction for

victim blame among Gender, Framing, and Provocation was
found, F(l,118) = 7.85, p = .006, i)2 = .050. The analyses

for men and women are reported below.

For men, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed no

main effects for either Framing, F(l,20) = 0.54, p = .47,
or Provocation, F(l,20) = 0.54, p = .47. However, a
marginally significant interaction between the two factors
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was exposed, F(l,20) = 3.26, p = .086, rj2 = .13. We next

tested our focused hypotheses with a one-way ANOVA. These
tests revealed a significant simple main effect between
the Clear/Minimal and the Clear/Moderate condition^

t(31) = -2.60, p = .014, r2 = .179. In the Clear scenario,
men who were exposed to the Minimal provocation condition
(M - 4.00, SD = 2.00) deemed the victim to be less

blameworthy than did men exposed to the Moderate
provocation condition (M = 11.33, SD = 5.01).

Additionally,

a marginally significant simple main effect

was found between the Clear/Minimal and Sanitized/Minimal

conditions,

t(31) = -1.76, p = .088,

r2 = .091. When there

was minimal victim provocation, men deemed the victim to
be less blameworthy in the scenario that was clearly
framed (M = 4.00,

scenario

SD = 2.00) compared to the Sanitized

(M = 8.30, SD = 7.90). No other significant

simple main effects were found, all ts < 1.76, ps > .226.
For women, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed a

main effect for Framing, F(l,87) = 4.89, p = .03,
r|2 = .041: Women exposed to the Sanitized scenario

(M = 6.87, SD = 3.62) deemed the victim to be more
blameworthy compared to women exposed to the Clear

scenario

(M = 5.67,

SD = 3.29). A main effect for
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Provocation was also found, F(l,87) = 26.30, p < .001,
r)2 = .22: Women deemed the victim to be more blameworthy

when she moderately provoked the perpetrator (M = 7.75,
SD = 3.60)
provocation

compared to the scenario with minimal victim

(M = 4.55, SD = 2.44) . No interaction between

Framing and Provocation was found, F(l,87) = 0.44,

p = .51. In light of the two main effects and our focused
hypotheses, we proceeded to examine the simple effects

within each condition despite not finding a significant
interaction. The one-way ANOVA revealed several
significant simple main effects. When women were exposed

to the Clear scenario, they deemed the victim to be less
blameworthy in the Minimal provocation condition

(M - 4.00, SD = 1.89)
condition (M = 6.88,

than in the Moderate provocation

SD = 3.58),

t(87) = 3.12, p = .002,

r2 = .10. Additionally, women exposed to the sanitized

scenario considered the victim to be less blameworthy in

the Minimal provocation condition (M = 5.00,

SD = 2.78)

than did women in the Moderate provocation condition

(M = 8.74,

SD = 3.44),

t(87) = 4.14, p < .001, r2 = .164.

Finally, women exposed to the Moderate provocation

condition deemed the victim to be more blameworthy when
the scenario was framed in a sanitized (M = 8.74,
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SD - 3.44)

as opposed to a clear form (M = 6.88,
t(87) = 2.12, p = .037,

SD = 3.58),

r2 = .049. No

significant simple main effect was found between the
Clear/Minimal and Sanitized/Minimal conditions,
t(87) = 1.05, p = .295.

Situational Blame. A marginally significant main
effect for Gender was found,

SD = 5.78)

such that men (M = 22.57,

attributed slightly more blame to situational

factors than women did (M = 21.01,

SD = 5.58),

F(l,118) = 2.31, p = .132, r)2 = .019. No main effects were
found for Framing, F(l,118) = 1.92, p = .168,
Provocation,

or

F(l,118) = 0.11, p = .746. No interactions

between Framing and Provocation, F( 1,118) = 0.98,
p = .325, between Gender and Framing, F(l,118) = 2.08,
p = .152, or between Gender and Provocation,

F(l,118) = 0.07, p = .788, were found. Finally,

the 3-way

interaction among Gender, Framing, and Provocation was not
statistically significant, F(l,118) = 0.94, p = .335. No

further analyses on Situational blame were conducted.

Societal Blame. No main effects or interactions among

Gender, Framing, or Provocation were found, all Fs < 1.56,
ps > .214. No further analyses on societal factors were

conducted.
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Event Graveness. A marginally significant main effect

for Gender was found,

such that men (M = 24.86, SD = 3.87)

perceived the event as slightly less severe compared to

women (AT =25.31, SD=3.32), F(l,118) =2.32, p = .131,
r|2 = .015. A marginally significant main effect was also
found for Framing, albeit in the direction opposite to

that predicted; participants exposed to the sanitized

scenario

(M = 25.31, SD = 3.17)

found the event to be

slightly more severe compared to participants exposed to
the clear scenario

(M = 25.05, SD = 3.78),

F(l,118) = 2.78, p = .098, r]2 = .018. A main effect for

Provocation was also found,

such that participants exposed

to the scenario with moderate victim provocation

(M = 24.45, SD = 3.88)

found the event less severe

compared to participants exposed to the minimal

provocation scenario (AT = 25.94,

SD = 2.82),

F(l,118) = 12.99, p < .001, r]2 = .083. An interaction

between Gender and Framing was found, F( 1,118) = 5.19,
p = .024, r|2 = .033. Men exposed to the clear scenario

(M = 23.88, SD = 4.87) perceived the event as slightly
less severe compared to men exposed to the sanitized

scenario

(M = 25.68, SD = 2.63),

t(122) - -1.54, p = .127,

r2 = .019. Also, in the clear scenario, men (M = 23.87,
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SD = 4.87) perceived the event as slightly less severe
compared to women (M = 25.47, SD = 3.28),

t (122) = -1.58,

p = .117, r2 = .020. A significant interaction between

Gender and Provocation was also found, F(l,118) = 5.20,
p = .024, r)2 = .033. Men exposed to the minimal
provocation scenario

(M = 26.30,

SD = 2.11) perceived the

event as more severe than did men exposed to the Moderate

provocation scenario

(M = 22.93, SD = 4.83),

t(122) = 2.93, p= .004, r2 = .066. Also, men (M = 22.93,
SD = 4.83) perceived the event as less severe compared to

women (M = 24.92,

SD ~ 3.46) when the victim moderately

provoked the aggressor,

t(122) = -2.00, p = .048,

r2 = .032. In addition, an interaction between Framing and

Provocation was found, F(l,118) = 5.57, p = .020,

r|2 = .036. When exposed to the Clear scenario,

participants in the Moderate provocation condition

(M = 23.97,

SD - 4.59)

deemed the event to be less grave

compared to participants in the Minimal provocation
condition (M = 26.24, SD = 2.13),

t(123) - 2.61, p = .010,

r2 = .052. A 3-way marginal interaction among Gender,

Framing, and Provocation was found as well,
F(l,118) = 3.56, p = .062, r|2 = .023. To interpret this
3-way interaction, we first performed a Framing x
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Provocation ANOVA within each gender group. The analyses
for men and women are reported below.

For men, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed a

main effects for Framing, F(l,20) = 8.90, p - .007,
r|2 = .211: Men who were exposed to the Clear scenario

(M ~ 21.60, SD = 4.90) perceived the event as less grave
compared to men exposed to the Sanitized scenario

(M = 25.43, SD - 2.77). A main effect for Provocation was
also found, F(l,20)

= 8.41, p = .009, r]2 = .199. Men

exposed to the Minimal provocation condition (M = 25.50,
SD - 2.22) perceived the event as more grave compared to

men exposed to the Moderate provocation condition
(M = 22.64, SD = 4.88). In addition, an interaction

between Framing and Provocation was exposed, F (1,
20) = 4.97, p = .037, q2 = .118. We next tested our
focused hypotheses with a one-way ANOVA. These tests

revealed a simple main effect between the Clear/Minimal
and the Clear/Moderate condition, t(31) = 4.16, p < .001,
r2 = .312. In the Clear scenario, men who were exposed to

the Minimal provocation condition (M = 26.40, SD = 2.27)
deemed the event to be less grave than did men exposed to

the Moderate provocation condition (M - 19.67,

SD = 5.28).

Additionally, another simple main effect was found between
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the Clear/Moderate and Sanitized/Moderate conditions,

t(31) = -3.30, p = .002, r2 = .260. When there was
moderate victim provocation, men deemed the situation to
be less grave in the scenario that was clearly framed

(M = 19.67, SD = 5.28)

compared to the Sanitized scenario

(M = 25.11, SD = 3.18). No other significant simple main
effects were found, all ts < 0.76, ps > .455.

For women, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed
no main effects or an interaction between Framing and
Provocation, all Fs < 1.57, ps > .214. No further
within-gender analysis on event graveness were conducted.

Perpetrator Punishment. A main effect for Provocation

was revealed, such that participants being exposed to the

scenario with moderate victim provocation

(M = 19.41,

SD = 4.31) deemed the perpetrator less worthy of
punishment compared to participants exposed to the minimal
provocation scenario

(M - 22.42, SD = 4.27),

F(l,118) = 16.18, p < .001, r|2 = .117. No main effects

were found for Gender, F(l,118) = 0.32, p = .574, or
Framing, F(1,118) = 0.92, p = .338. However, a marginally
significant interaction between Gender and Framing was

revealed, F(l,118) = 2.37, p = .126, r]2 = .017. Women

deemed the perpetrator more worthy of punishment in the
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Clear condition (M - 21.84, SD = 3.87)

Sanitized condition,
fc (122)

than in the

(M = 19.96, SD = 4.18),

- 1.99, p = .048, r2 = .031. Next, we performed a

Framing x Provocation ANOVA within each gender group. The
results for men and women are described below.

For men, a main effect was found for Provocation,

F(l,20) = 5.07, p = .036, rj2= .199: Men exposed to the

Moderate provocation condition (M - 18.36, SD = 5.97)
deemed the perpetrator less worthy of punishment compared
to men expose to the Minimal provocation condition
(M = 23.10, SD = 3.38). No main effect for Framing was
found, F(l,20)

= 0.29, p = .595. The interaction between

Framing and Provocation was not statistically significant,
F(l,20) = 0.07, p = .790. In light of the main effect for

Provocation and our focused hypotheses, we examined the

simple effects within each condition despite not finding a
significant interaction. The one-way ANOVA revealed a
marginally significant simple main effect between the
Clear/Minimal and Clear/Moderate conditions,

t(31) = 1.65,

p = .109, r2 = .081. After being exposed to the Clear

scenario, men deemed the perpetrator more worthy of blame

in the Minimal
(M = 18.00,

(M = 22.60, SD = 3.50)

than in the Moderate

SD - 5.59) provocation condition. No other
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significant simple main effects were discovered, all

ts < 1.45, ps > .157.

For women, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed a
main effect for Framing, F(l,87) = 7.30, p = .008,
r)2 = .068: Women exposed to the Sanitized scenario

(M = 19.96, SD ~ 4.18)

deemed the perpetrator to be less

worthy of punishment compared to women exposed to the
Clear scenario

(M = 21.84, SD = 3.87). A main effect for

Provocation was also found, F(l,87) = 12.77, p - .001,
r[2 = .118: Women deemed the perpetrator to be less worthy

of punishment when the victim moderately provoked the
perpetrator

(M = 19.65,

SD = 3.77)

compared to the

scenario with minimal victim provocation (M = 22.33,

SD - 4.08) . No interaction between Framing .and Provocation
was found,

F(l,87) = 0.74, p - .393. Because of our

focused hypotheses, we then proceeded to examine the
simple effects within each condition despite not finding a
significant interaction. The one-way ANOVA revealed
several significant simple main effects. When women were

exposed to the Clear scenario, they deemed the perpetrator
to be more worthy of punishment in the Minimal provocation

condition (M = 23.89, SD = 3.20) than in the Moderate
provocation condition (M - 20.35,
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SD ~ 3.68),

t (87) = 3.10, p = .003, r2 = .099. Additionally, women
exposed to the sanitized scenario also considered the
perpetrator to be more worthy of punishment in the Minimal

provocation condition (M = 21.04, SD = 4.33) than did
women in the Moderate provocation condition (M = 18.87,
SD = 3.81),

t (87) = 1.94, p = .055, r2 = .041. Finally,

women exposed to the Minimal provocation condition deemed

the perpetrator to be less worthy of punishment when the

scenario was framed in a sanitized (M = 21.04, SD = 4.33)
as opposed to a clear form (AT = 23.89,

SD - 3.19),

t(87) = 2.42, p = .017, r2 = .063. No significant simple

main effect was found between the Clear/Moderate and
Sanitized/Moderate conditions,

t(87) = 1.36, p = .175.

Jail Time. No main effects for Gender,
Provocation were found,

Framing, or

all Fs < .40, ps > .532. Likewise,

there were no 2-way interactions found between any of the
above factors, Fs < 0.83, ps > .366. However,

a 3-way

interaction among Gender, Framing, and Provocation was
found, F(l,118) = 4.24, p - .042, r|2 = .040. In order to
interpret this 3-way interaction, we performed a Framing x
Provocation ANOVA within each gender group. The analyses

for each gender are described below.
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For men, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed no
main effects for either Framing, F(l,16) = 0.15, p = .704,

or Provocation, F(l,16) = 0.55, p = .468. However, a
significant interaction between the two factors was

revealed,

F(l,16) = 6.20, p = .024, jq2 = .271. We next

tested our focused hypotheses with a one-way ANOVA. These
tests revealed a marginally significant simple main effect

between the Sanitized/Minimal and the Sanitized/Moderate
condition, t (27) = 2.02, p = .053, r2 = .131.

In the

Sanitized scenario, men who were exposed to the Minimal
provocation condition (AT = 22.50,

SD = 24.93) assigned

more jail time to the perpetrator than did men exposed to

the Moderate provocation condition (AT = 3.88,

SD = 4.36).

In addition, a marginally significant simple main effect

was found between the Clear/Moderate and
Sanitized/Moderate conditions,

t(27) = 1.61, p = .119,

r2 = .088. When the victim showed moderate provocation,

men assigned less jail time after being exposed to the
Clear scenario

(Af = 20.80, SD = 23.44)

than after being

exposed to the Sanitized scenario (AT = 3.88,

SD = 4.36).

No other significant simple main effects were found,

ts < 0.99, ps > .330.
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all

For women, the Framing x Provocation ANOVA revealed

no main effects for Framing, F(l,73) = 0.03, p = .855, or
Provocation, F(l,73) < 0.01, p = .929. No interaction

between Framing and Provocation was found either,
F(l,73) = 1.13, p = .292.
Mediational Analyses. The two main effects obtained
with the women-only data provided the opportunity to test

two mediational models relevant to attribution of blame

and its impact on punishment. Despite the intuitive notion

that attribution of blame plays a role in decision-making
associated with perpetrators and victims in criminal

cases, very little research has been conducted on the
subject. Cramer, Chandler, and Wakeman (2010, Study 1)

found that, under certain circumstances,

level of victim

blame had an impact on perpetrator's assigned sentence. In
spite of the limited amount of research conducted on this
path, we proceeded to test the possibility that
perpetrator and victim attributions of blame mediated the

effect of Framing on perpetrator punishment. For the sake
of simplicity,

the victim blame scores were subtracted

from the perpetrator blame scores to create a variable

that measured relative blame between the perpetrator and
the victim. The score ranged from -18 to 18, with higher
values indicating more blame assigned to the perpetrator
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relative to the victim. Due to the gender differences in
attribution of blame previously outlined, we intended to

test this model on men and women separately.
Unfortunately, the inconsistency of the patterns found for

men, and the relatively small sample size

(N = 24), did

not provide for an opportunity to perform a mediational
test for this group. The analyses conducted for women are
described below and follow the steps for mediation as

outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986).

For women, we first established that relationships

existed between (1)

Framing

(which was coded as 0 for

Clear framing and 1 for Sanitized framing)
punishment,

and perpetrator

t (114) = -2.23, p = .028,

/3 = -.23,

Framing and protagonists blame, j3 = -.21,

(2)

t(114) = -2.04,

p = .044, and (3) protagonists blame and perpetrator

punishment,

- .47,

t(114) = 5.03, p < .001. As shown in ,

Figure 2, after regressing perpetrator punishment
simultaneously on Framing and protagonists blame,

the path

between Framing and perpetrator punishment was no longer
significant (£J = -.14,

t(114) = -1.14, p > .154),

yet the

path remained significant between protagonists blame and
perpetrator punishment,

p = .44,

t(114) = 4.65, p < .001.

This result indicates that women's relative attribution of

blame between the perpetrator and the victim mediated the
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relationship between Framing and perpetrator Punishment. A
Sobel test of mediation (Sobel,

1982)

confirmed that the

indirect effect of Framing on perpetrator Punishment
differed from zero,

z = 1.87, p = .06, though this effect

was only marginally significant.

Figure 2. Test of Whether Relative Blame between
Perpetrator and Victim Mediated the Effects of Story
Framing.

We then proceeded to test the possibility that

perpetrator and victim attributions of blame mediated the

effect of victim Provocation on perpetrator punishment.
This model was also tested on women only,

following the

same steps as in the Framing mediation model. We first
established that relationships existed between (1) victim

Provocation (which was coded as 0 for Minimal and 1 for

60

Moderate)

and perpetrator punishment, ft ~ -.32,

t('114) = -3.26, p = .002, and (2) Provocation and
protagonists blame, jS = -.43,

t(114)

= 4.54, p < .001. As

outlined in the Framing mediational analysis,

a

relationship existed between protagonists blame and
perpetrator punishment,

j8 = .47,

t(114) = 5.03, p < .001.

As seen in Figure 3, after regressing perpetrator
punishment simultaneously on Provocation and protagonists
blame,

the path between Provocation and perpetrator

punishment was no longer significant (jS = -.15,

t(T14) = -1.14, p > .149), yet the path remained

significant between protagonists blame and perpetrator
punishment,

(3 = .41,

t(114) = 3.93, p < .001. This result

indicates that women's relative attribution of blame

between the perpetrator and the victim mediated the
relationship between victim provocation and perpetrator

punishment. A Sobel test of mediation (Sobel,

1982)

confirmed that the indirect effect of Provocation on
perpetrator punishment significantly differed from zero,
z = 2.97, p = .003.
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-.15, ns (-.32*)

provocation (minimal vs. moderate) on perpetrator's punishment worthiness (female
model).
Note: Path weights are standardized. Number in parentheses is the standardized relationship
between Provocation and perpetrator punishment without controlling for protagonists blame.

Figure 3. Test of Whether Relative Blame between
Perpetrator and Victim Mediated the Effects of Victim
Provocation.

Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to investigate

the effects of euphemistic framing in attributions of

blame, perceptions of graveness, and punishment
recommendations in incidents of domestic violence. We also
intended to replicate, and extend, the findings obtained
from the first study by analyzing domestic violence

attributions and perceptions in a context involving victim
provocation. We hypothesized that euphemistic language,

opposed to straightforward clear language, would impact
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as

reactions to domestic violence in a way that would make
seem the perpetrator as less blameworthy for the event.

Likewise, we hypothesized that moderate victim provocation
would result in reactions about the event that would

convey the notion that the perpetrator is not as
blameworthy, compared to cases in which victim minimal
provocation. We also expected that the addition of victim
provocation in a sanitized scenario would amplify the

effects of the euphemized language, by shifting the focus

away from the perpetrator and into the victim's actions
resulting in a redistribution of relative blame between
the protagonists. We also hypothesized that the blame
attributed to situational and societal factors would be

affected by the type of framing and level of victim
provocation depicted in the scenario

(this hypothesis was

exploratory). Finally, we hypothesized that gender
differences in attributions and perceptions would arise,

such that men would attribute less blame to the
perpetrator, more blame to the victim, and would deem the

perpetrator less worthy of punishment compared to women.

We also expected to find gender differences in
participants' reactions as a function of story framing,
victim provocation, and the interaction between the two.

The results obtained mostly support our hypothesis such
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that framing, provocation, and gender seemed to have a
substantial impact on how participants attributed blame

and punishment in instances of domestic violence.

Our results indicate that blame attribution between
perpetrator and victim was significantly affected by our
experimental manipulations, as well as by the gender of

the participants. Overall, participants attributed less
blame to the perpetrator and more blame to the victim when

there was little provocation by the victim, compared to an

instance of moderate provocation. Despite not finding a
direct effect of story framing on blame attribution, our
findings suggest that the combination of euphemistic

language and moderate victim provocation result in lower

attributions of blame for the perpetrator and an increase
in blame attributed to the victim. Conversely, the

combination of clear language with minimal provocation

resulted in more blame attribution for the perpetrator and
less blame attributed to the victim. When analyzing the
results of men and women separately, it was revealed that

men tended to be more susceptible to the combination of
story framing and victim provocation, compared to women.
On the other hand, women's attributions seemed to be

directly affected by both the framing of the story and the
level of provocation shown by the victim.
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Blame attribution on external factors did not seem to

be greatly affected by story framing, victim provocation,

or gender of the participant. Our results indicate that
men tended to attribute slightly more blame on situational
factors than women. Further analyses revealed that when

the story was portrayed in a sanitized way, men tended to

attribute more blame to situational factors if there was
minimal, as opposed to moderate, victim provocation. No
major findings were unveiled for blame attribution for
societal factors, except for a weak association with

victim provocation. We found that minimal, as opposed to
moderate, victim provocation resulted in slightly higher
attribution of blame on societal factors
media). However,

(e.g., the

further analyses revealed no more

significant effects. These findings suggest the
possibility that men may look for external factors as a

source of blame attribution when both the perpetrator's
blame is concealed and there is little reason to blame the

victim.

The pattern of results obtained from analyzing the
responses of perceived graveness of the event suggests a

possible impact of framing and provocation on such

perceptions, albeit in an unexpected direction. Our
results suggest that a clear portrayal of the event
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resulted in a reduced perception of the severity of the

event, compared to a sanitized event. Upon closer
inspection, it was revealed that this unexpected finding
was driven by the men's responses, as additional analyses

indicated that framing had no significant effect on
women's perceptions of severity of the event. This
unexpected pattern suggests that men exposed to the clear

straightforward scenario somehow perceived the event to be

less grave compared to men exposed to the sanitized
version of the scenario. For victim provocation, we found

that minimal victim provocation resulted in increased
perceptions of graveness for the event. Again, gender was
found to be a key factor, as it was revealed that men

tended to perceive the event as considerably less severe,
compared to women, when the victim moderately provoked the
aggressor.

Our results suggest that perpetrator punishment was

greatly influenced by the level of provocation exhorted by
the victim. We found that moderate instances of victim
provocation were linked to an increase in the

perpetrator's punishment worthiness. We also found that
story framing seemed to have a significant effect on

perpetrator's punishment worthiness,

albeit this effect

was only found in women. Mediational analyses led us to
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conclude that,

for women, both story framing and level of

victim provocation influence the distribution of blame
between perpetrator and victim which,

in turn affects

punishment worthiness for the perpetrator. Analyses for

jail time assigned to the perpetrator showed inconclusive
results due to the vast range of responses provided by the

participants, possibly resulting from the free-format

nature of the question.
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CHAPTER FOUR

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The main goal of the current research was to explore
the effects of euphemistic framing and other factors in

perceptions of domestic violence. The first study showed

partial support for our hypotheses such that story framing
seemed to have an effect on reactions to domestic
violence. Specifically, we found that sanitized framing

seemed to reduce perceptions of perpetrator blame and the
seriousness of the incident overall. The second study

provided further evidence of the role that story framing

has on redistributing the blame in domestic violence
cases. We not only obtained further support that sanitized

framing reduced perceptions of perpetrator blame, but we

also found that it increased perceptions of victim blame
and decreased perceptions of perpetrator punishment. In
addition,

the second study built on the findings shown in

the first study by incorporating the roles that victim
provocation

(Kristiansen & Giulietti,

Willis-Esqueda,

1999; Pierce & Harris,

Willis-Esqueda & Harrison, 2005)

1990; Harrison &
1993,

and gender of the

perceiver (Bryant & Spencer, 2003; Langhirichsen-Rohling
et al., 2010; Kristiansen & Giulietti,

1990; Summers &

Feldman, 1984) play in attributions of blame in domestic
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violence. Overall, we found that moderate instances of

victim provocation resulted in more favorable responses

toward the perpetrator, and less favorable responses
toward the victim, compared minimal instances of victim
provocation. Also, the gender of the perceiver was found

to play a pivotal role in these processes; men,

compared

to women, tended to judge the perpetrator more favorably,
the victim less favorably, and were more susceptible to
the combined effects of sanitized framing and victim
provocation. Finally, we found that for the women in our

study, story framing and level of victim provocation have

an influence in relative blame attributed between
perpetrator and victim,

and that such blame distribution

influences the level of punishment worthiness for the

perpetrator.
The results obtained from both studies

from Study 2)

(particularly

followed a similar pattern as the study

conducted by Fausey and Boroditsky,

in which linguistic

framing effectively influenced participants' judgments of
blame and punishment

(2010). In that study, participants

were exposed to scenarios depicting specific accidents
which were depicted using (1)

agentive descriptions

(i.e.,

the subjects is included in the sentence and described as
the cause of a change) or (2) nonagentive descriptions
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(i.e., a form of passive voice in which the subject is not
included as the cause of a change). Their results showed
that participants attributed more blame and assigned

higher financial penalties when the accident was depicted
using agentive rather than nonagentive descriptions. If

the reason why nonagentive descriptions reduce blame

attributions is related to the lack of focus on the
perpetrator's actions, then it is possible that the
actions of the perpetrator may have been perceived as less

mutable (Kahneman & Miller, 2002)

compared to the scenario

depicting the accident with agentive descriptions.
Shifting the focus away from the perpetrator's actions may

then push them to the background of the scenario, reducing
their salience

(Tversky & Kahneman, 1982)

and hence their

importance when perceivers attempt to create

counterfactual scenarios of the event. If euphemized
language successfully removes the focus off the

perpetrators of domestic violence, then it is possible
that it can influence attributions of blame in a similar

way as if using nonagentive descriptions.
How the victim acts and responds about the

victimization has also been found to have an impact on how
blame is distributed in domestic violence scenarios. In

line with our findings,

level of victim provocation prior
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to a partner abuse incident has been found to have a
sizable influence on how the perceiver evaluates the

victim's actions. For instance, Kristiansen and Giulietti

(1990)

found that participants exposed to a vignette in

which the victim verbally offends her husband prior to the
attack tended to assign more responsibility to the victim
compared to instances in which no such provocation was

presented. In that study, it was also found that victim
blame increased as attitudes toward women decreased,

suggesting that people who read the provocation vignette
may have justified the aggression against the wife
believing that "she was asking for it". Harrison and

Willis-Esqueda (1999)

suggested that the type of behavior

expressed by a female victim often results in more
attribution of blame toward her if such behavior is
inconsistent with traditional gender roles

(i.e.,

if the

woman tries to physically resist the aggressor's attack).
Willis-Esqueda and Harrison further argued that a common

public stereotype about victims of domestic violence is

that they may be partially responsible for their own
victimization by provoking their spouses into behaving
violently (2005). The researchers found that the female

victim depicted in their study was seen as more culpable

for the incident when she responded—with verbal aggression
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and a slap—to her partner's insinuations of her being
flirtatious with another man (provocation scenario)

compared to the scenario in which she only denied the
accusation (no provocation scenario). Furthermore, the

victim was also seen as more responsible when she
retaliated to the aggressor's physical violence

(resistance scenario)

compared to the scenario in which

she remained passive after being attacked (no resistance
scenario). Because these effects were particularly robust

for participants with traditional (as opposed to

egalitarian) gender role beliefs, Willis-Esqueda and
Harrison argued that these negative attitudes toward
proactive female victims may be rooted in the gender
stereotype of women being passive and weak. It is possible

that seeing a woman retaliating to aggression may have
been perceived as not being normative by the participants

in our study, which may have led to more victim blame
attribution for engaging in this gender-inconsistent
behavior.

The current line of research has the potential to

contribute to work involving perceptions of domestic
violence by taking into account the combined effects of

victim provocation and something that usually goes
unnoticed, the words used to communicate the event. Much
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research has been conducted on the impact of different

types of framing on attributions for undesirable events

(e.g., Gailey & Lee, 2005; Iyengar,

1990), but not much

research has directly addressed the effects of framing on
blame attribution. The current study is a preliminary

attempt to explore the underlying mechanisms behind
euphemism-use,

described in previous research (Bandura,

1999; Slovenko, 2005), and how these processes affect
individuals' blame attributions in instances of domestic
violence. Furthermore, this research provides additional

support to previous findings indicating that gender of the

perceiver (Bryant & Spencer, 2003; Langhirichsen-Rohling
et al, 2010; Kristiansen & Giulietti,
Feldman,

1990; Summers &

1984) and the victim's provocation level

(Kristiansen & Giulietti,

1999; Pierce & Harris,

1990; Harrison & Willis-Esqueda,

1993, Willis-Esqueda & Harrison,

2005) play pivotal roles when making attributions about

this type of incidents. Finally, this study attempts to

add to the scarce body of literature that contemplates
blame attribution as a precursor of perpetrator punishment
(Cramer, Chandler,

& Wakeman, 2010) by proposing two

models that tentatively explain how relative blame between
perpetrator and victim mediates the relationship between
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story framing and perpetrator punishment, and between
level of victim provocation and perpetrator punishment.

The implications for this line of research are

significant. Raising awareness of the multiple factors
that can impair a person's judgment when making

attributions and taking decisions can be worthy of
consideration. These factors are especially important in a

fast-moving society in which individuals are exposed to

vast amounts of information presented in a wide array of
forms. Being aware of the impact caused by different

presentation types could facilitate resisting its
deceiving effects. Practical implications for this

research includes the possibility of using this knowledge

in the court system, given that participants in judicial
trials may be influenced in their decisions by the
victim's behavior and the words and descriptions used to

illustrate the case's sequence of events. Also, awareness

of framing effects could have a great impact on how to
react and assess perceptions of risk in this type of

situations. Perez-Trujillo and Ross

(2008) highlighted the

importance of several predictors of police officer's

perceptions of risk, including victim's fear level, when
responding to domestic violence calls. Police officers are
usually among the first to respond to domestic violence
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incidents and thus, should be aware of the effects that

the description of the events could have on their
perceptions of responsibility and risk.

Limitations and Future Directions

McGlone, Beck, and Pfeister (2006)
increased used in everyday language,

suggest that, with

some euphemisms can

become so familiar that their capacity to mask unpleasant
topics is reduced. This possibility could explain why we

did not find an association between story framing and

perceived graveness of the event. Given that one of the
criterion used in the selection of the words for the
sanitized condition involved recognizability,

it is

reasonable to argue that the euphemisms used in the

sanitized version of our domestic violence scenario may
have been so common, that their effects in masking
unpleasantness

(Slovenko, 2005) may have weakened due to

everyday repeated exposure.
A possible limitation of the current study is that

the results only provide tentative explanations for events

that are briefly explained and for which no time to
further process the causes and possible consequences is

provided. For example, Ethofer et al
the bilateral orbiro-frontal cortices

(2009),
(OFC)

found that
are

particularly responsive to angry speech emotional
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information when it was presented the first time,

and that

this effect diminished when the same stimulus was

presented two and three times. This finding is especially
important to the current research because time constrains

may possibly have an effect on perception,

such that

participants may be forced to attribute blame quickly, and

that decision could be largely based on the (lack of)
emotional components evoked by the brief exposure to the

scenario. If perceiving the perpetrator as blameworthy and
assigning a longer sentence is associated with a strong
emotional response,

it may be worthy to look at how time

and repeated exposure to the event would moderate the
results obtained.

Future research on this line of inquiry could benefit
from analyzing the specific impact that euphemism-use has

on some of the mechanisms that affect attributions and

perceptions. For instance, it would be worthy of
consideration to investigate if euphemism-use leads to a
background placement of the perpetrator's actions

(Kahneman & Miller, 2002) , and whether this shift of focus
mediates the relationship between framing and attributions

of blame. Also, it would be worthy of consideration to

extend this study to cases involving different types
protagonists. Even though the most common conception of a

76

domestic violence scenario involves a male perpetrator and

a female victim, some research has been conducted to study

attributions of blame with varied gender combinations of
perpetrator and victim (e.g., Seelau et al., 2003). It

would be significant to investigate if sanitized language
and level of victim provocation would have different
effects depending on the genders of perpetrator, victim,

and perceiver. Furthermore, Harrison and Willis-Esqueda

have consistently found that the ethnicities of the
participants play a substantial role on perceivers'
attributions of culpability in domestic violence cases

(1999; 2000; Willis-Esqueda & Harrison, 2005). They found
that the presence of alcohol amplifies the effects of the

negative ethnic stereotypes regarding violent behavior,

such that Black victims would be assigned more
responsibility when under the influence of alcohol

compared to their White counterparts. Harrison and Willis-

Esqueda attributed these results to the pervasive
stereotype that African Americans are generally more
aggressive. According to the authors, this stereotype is

especially problematic among female Black victims when
they exhibit resistance to the attack, as they may face

both the gender-incongruent behavior (i.e. resisting the
aggressor's attacks) biases and the misconception that
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members of their ethnic group tend to be more violent.

These findings suggest that external factors

(e.g. alcohol

use and victim resistance) can amplify the effects of
ethnic stereotyping when attributing blame in domestic
violence cases. For future studies, it would be worthy of

consideration to investigate the role that the ethnicities

of perpetrator and victim play in conjunction with the
framing used to depict the incident.
Conclusions
Taken together the results of both studies provide

additional evidence for the notion that the lens through

which one sees reality determines how it is perceived.

Euphemisms are used to distort reality on a regular basis
with a variety of purposes, including self-deception

(Bandura,

1999) . Tenbrunsel and Messick (2004)

claimed

that euphemism-use has a helpful purpose; they help
process the complexity of the surrounding world. However,
the authors warned that euphemisms can often lead to

people unintentionally overlooking the intolerable actions
they were designed to camouflage. For example,

Schulman-Green (2003)

conducted a study aimed at analyzing

coping strategies used by doctors who habitually interact

with dying patients, and found that euphemism-use was one
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mechanism that helped doctors to deal with the inability

to successfully save the lives of their patients.
More research in the area of linguistic framing on

attributions in domestic violence cases may provide more
arguments to explain how language interacts with other
factors to dissuade perceivers. This line of inquiry is

especially important in legal and court settings,

in which

important decisions can be swayed just by using the

appropriate wording. Despite the tremendous amount of
progress that has been achieved in raising awareness of
domestic violence and its consequences, it is still a
pervasive social issue. It is imperative to consider that

stereotypes,

and misconceptions about domestic abuse are

still quite persistent in society. These mistaken beliefs
could potentially have effects in public opinions and

perceptions of the issue, and are therefore worthy of

considerations if society is to modify the existent

patterns of abuse that plague neighborhoods and leave
uncountable victims every year.
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INFORMED CONSENT
You are invited to participate in a study that focuses on individual differences in attitudes about a
relationship interaction and the people involved. This study is being conducted by Dr. Donna Garcia,
Assistant Professor of Psychology, and Guillermo Villalobos, a Psychology graduate student. This
study has been approved by the Department of Psychology Institutional Review Board of California
State University, San Bernardino.

PURPOSE: To examine the differences in individuals’ attitudes toward events and characters from a
third party perspective.

DESCRIPTION: Participants will be asked to read a brief scenario about a married couple and how
they interact. Then, participants will be asked to complete a survey of their opinions about the people
and events depicted in the scenario

PARTICIPATION: Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose to not
participate if you so desire. If you change your mind after participating, you are free to withdraw at any
time later and will still receive compensation for your participation
ANONYMITY: As no identifying information will be collected, your name cannot be connected with
your responses and hence your data will remain completely anonymous. All data will be kept safe in a
computer to which only the researchers will have access. By signing this form, you are granting
permission to use your data for future publications by the researchers. All records will be destroyed 7
years after publication.
DURATION: Your participation in this study should take around 10-15 minutes of your time.
RISKS: Risks for participating in this study are minimal and not greater than what would be expected
in real life. Some minor discomfort may be experienced during the study as the events depicted in the
scenario may be considered sensitive by some. Again, the level of distress is not greater than that
experienced in everyday life.

BENEFITS: There is no direct benefit for participants in this study. We believe that the knowledge
obtained will aid us in understanding how individuals differ in their attitudes towards real life
situations. You will be granted one credit point as compensation for your time.

CONTACT: If you are interested in learning more about tills study, or have any questions or concerns
regarding the study or your rights as a participant, please contact the study supervisor, Dr. Donna
Garcia at dmgarcia@csusb.edu, or Guillermo Villalobos at villj322@csusb.edu

By placing an X in the space below, I acknowledge that I have been informed of and that I
understand, the nature and purpose ofthis study, and Ifreely consent to participate. I also
acknowledge that I am at least 18 years ofage.
Participant’s X_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY SAN BERNARDINO
PSYCHOLOGY INSnTUTI0N.U REVIEW BOARD SUfrCOMMUKE

Date:

APPROVED 06/07 /. lO VOHLAFTRR 06 /_07/ll
h-iosp-15
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Domestic Violence Scenario - Clear Version
Please read thefollowing scenario:

On January 18, 2010, two police officers responded to an anonymous telephone

call reporting an occurrence of domestic violence. Upon arriving at the location of the
reported dispute, which appeared to have ended, police conducted interviews with Mr.

Jones (the presumed aggressor) and his wife, Mrs. Jones (the victim). These interviews
revealed that on the date in question, the victim returned home from work at 6:15 pm,

this being 45 minutes later than usual. As she was late, Mrs. Jones decided to prepare
leftovers from the previous night for dinner. After placing the food in the oven, she sat

down to watch the news on the television. About 10 minutes later, the aggressor
arrived home from work and asked his wife what was being prepared for dinner that

evening. In response, she explained that, as she was late coming home from work, she
was preparing leftovers. Upon hearing this, Mr. Jones became upset and angry. He
argued that, as she had a family to attend to, she ought to ensure that she get home on

time. The victim went to the kitchen to prepare dinner. The aggressor followed her into
the kitchen. He insulted her while grabbing her by the arm. He then punched her with

his right hand, knocking her down so her head smashed against the floor. He
subsequently left the house, leaving the victim with bruises and feeling shaky. Upon his
return, he was informed by one of the officers that he was being charged because of the

fight.
Scenario adapted from: Kristiansen, C. M., & Giulietti, R. (1990). Perceptions of wife
abuse: Effects of gender, attitudes toward women, and just-world beliefs among college
students. Psychology of Komen Quarterly, 14, 177-189.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE SCENARIO - SANITIZED VERSION
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Study 1: Domestic Violence Scenario - Sanitized Version
Please read thefollowing scenario:

On January 18, 2010, two police officers responded to an anonymous telephone
call reporting the occurrence of a domestic dispute. Upon arriving at the location of the

reported dispute, which appeared to have ended, police conducted interviews with Mr.
Jones (the accused) and his wife, Mrs. Jones (the accuser). These interviews revealed
that on the date in question, the accuser returned home from work at 6:15 pm, this

being 45 minutes later than usual. As she was late, Mrs. Jones decided to prepare
leftovers from the previous night for dinner. After placing the food in the oven, she sat

down to watch the news on the television. About 10 minutes later, the accused arrived
home from work and asked his wife what was being prepared for dinner that evening.

In response, she explained that, as she was late coming home from work, she was

preparing leftovers. Upon hearing this, Mr. Jones became distressed and irritated. He
argued that, as she had a family to attend to, she ought to ensure that she get home on

time. The accuser went to the kitchen to prepare dinner. The accused followed her into
the kitchen. He affronted her while holding her by the arm. He then inflicted harm upon

her with his closed right hand; resulting in her being dropped down and her head

colliding with the floor. He subsequently left the house, leaving the accuser with
contusions and feeling unsteady. Upon his return, he was informed by one of the
officers that he was being charged because of the altercation.
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Study 2: Domestic Violence Scenario - Sanitized Version
Please read thefollowing scenario:

On January 18, 2010, two police officers responded to an anonymous telephone
call reporting an occurrence of a domestic dispute. Upon arriving at the location of the

reported dispute, which appeared to have ended, police conducted interviews with Mr.

Jones (the defendant) and his wife, Mrs. Jones (the plaintiff). These interviews revealed
that on the date in question, the plaintiff returned home from work at 6:15 pm, this
being 45 minutes later than usual. As she was late, Mrs. Jones decided to prepare
leftovers from the previous night for dinner. After placing the food in the oven, she sat

down to watch the news on the television. About 10 minutes later, the defendant
arrived home from work and asked his wife what was being prepared for dinner that

evening. In response, she explained that, as she was late coming home from work, she

was preparing leftovers. Upon hearing this, the plaintiff became upset and angry. He
argued that, as she had a family to attend to, she ought to ensure that she get home on

time. Mrs. Jones went to the kitchen to prepare dinner. The defendant followed her into
the kitchen. He verbally offended her while holding her by the arm. He then hit her with

his right hand, she fell, so her head bumped with the floor. He subsequently left the
house, leaving the plaintiff with bruises and feeling uneasy. Upon his return, he was
informed by one of the officers that he was being charged because of the dispute.

Scenarios adapted from: Kristiansen, C. M., & Giulietti, R. (1990). Perceptions of wife
abuse: Effects of gender, attitudes toward women, and just-world beliefs among college
students. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 14, 177-189.
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Study 1: Questionnaire and Demographics survey

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with thefollowing statements
regarding what happened in the scenario you just read
1.

Mr. Jones, the husband, was responsible.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

2.

Mrs. Jones, the wife, was responsible.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4---------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

3.

Mr. Jones was at fault.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

4.

Mrs. Jones was at fault.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4----------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

5.

Mr. Jones was mostly to blame.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4----------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

6.

Mrs. Jones was mostly to blame.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

7.

Mr Jones should feel NO remorse or guilt for what occurred
1---------- 2-----------3------------ 4---------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

8.

Mrs Jones should feel NO remorse or guilt for what occurred
1---------- 2----------- 3------------ 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
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Please answer the following items regarding what happened in the scenario you just
read:
1.

How serious was the scenario described above?
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Not Serious
Very Serious

2.

How harmful was the event to Mrs. Jones?
1 —------2----------- 3----------- 4------ —5----------- 6----------- 7
Not Harmful
Very Harmful

3.

Mrs. Jones suffered injuries as a result of what occurred

Definitely False
4.

Definitely True

If you had witnessed the event described above from next door, how likely
would it have been that you called the police?
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5—---------6----------- 7
Not Likely
Very Likely

Please answer the following items regarding what actions should be taken based on
what happened in the scenario you just read:
1.

Mr. Jones deserves to be charged because of what happened
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4----------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely not
Definitely

2.

Mr. Jones should be convicted because of what happened
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4----------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely not
Definitely

3. Mr. Jones deserves to be severely punished for what he did
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely not
Definitely
4. Recommend an appropriate sentence for Mr. Jones:
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4 —- ----- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Minimum Sentence
Maximum Sentence
5.

Please assign an appropriate jail time (in years and/or months) for Mr. Jones:
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Memory Questions
Below we have a few memory questions. Please indicate to what extent you agree or
disagree with the following statements, using the scale shown. Circle the number
that best reflects your opinion. Please answer the questions WITHOUT looking
back at the previous pages.

1.

The following words were presented in the story you just read: distressed,
contusions, unsteady.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

2.

Throughout the story, Mr. and Mrs. Jones were referred to as “perpetrator” and
“victim” respectively.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

Please provide us with some demographic information about YOURSELF in the
space provided below:

Age:_______years
Gender:____ Male____ Female____ Other

Race/ethnicity:
Asian American
____ Black/African American
____ Caucasian/European American
Hispanic/Latino (a)
Native American
____ Other
If “other” please specify_________________________
Year in college:____ Freshman____ Sophomore____ Junior____ Senior____ Other
College major (s):_______________________________________
1. Do you have thoughts about what we are expecting to learn in this study?

2. At what point during the study did this idea occur to you?
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Study 2: Questionnaire and Demographics survey
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with thefollowing statements
regarding what happened in the scenario you Just read.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Mr. Jones, the husband, was responsible.
1
Q
A
Strongly Disagree

Mrs. Jones, the wife, was responsible.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4- Strongly Disagree

6 „„ _7
Strongly Agree

„ £___

--5 —------- 6----------- 7
Strongly Agree

Mr. Jones was at fault.
1-2
3
Strongly Disagree

4

5--

Mrs. Jones was at fault.
1----2
3
Strongly Disagree

4

5

-6- 7
Strongly Agree

_____ 6_______ 7
Strongly Agree

Mr. Jones was mostly to blame.
1-2
3
4
Strongly Disagree

-5—- -

Mrs. Jones was mostly to blame.
1
3
4
Strongly Disagree

-6 -7
Strongly Agree

5 -_____ 6_______ ?
Strongly Agree

Please answer the following items regarding what happened in the scenario you Just
read:

1.

How serious was the scenario described above?
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4---------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Not Serious
Very Serious

2.

How harmful was the event to Mrs. Jones?
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Not Harmful
Very Harmful

3.

Mrs. Jones suffered injuries as a result of what occurred
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4---------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely False
Definitely True
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4. If you had witnessed the event described above from next door, how likely
would it have been that you called the police?
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4---------- 5----------- 6------------7
Not Likely
Very Likely
Please ansiver thefollowing items regarding what actions should be taken based on
what happened in the scenario you just read:

1.

Mr. Jones deserves to be charged because of what happened
1---------- 2----------- 3--------- —4---------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely not
Definitely

2.

Mr. Jones should be convicted because of what happened
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely not
Definitely

3.

Mr. Jones deserves to be severely punished for what he did
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4------ —- 5----------- 6----------- 7
Definitely not
Definitely

4.

Recommend an appropriate sentence for Mr. Jones:
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4----------- 5------------ 6----------- 7
Minimum Sentence
Maximum Sentence

5. Please assign an appropriate jail time (in years and/or months) for Mr. Jones:

Please ansiver the following questions based on your opinion only. There are no
right or wrong ansivers.
1.

The amount of sex and violence in the media today may have influenced Mr.
Jones’ actions.
1------------ 2-------------- 3-------------- 4--------------- 5--------------- 6
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

2.

Incidents like this are the result of wives being regarded as property by our
society.

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

3.

Incidents like this are the product of a male-dominated society.
1------------ 2-------------- 3-------------- 4--------------- 5---------------6
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
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4.

The incident may have occurred because the Jones family is likely to be in an
unstable home.
Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree
5.

The incident may have occurred because the Jones family has poor interpersonal
relationships.
1------------ 2-------------- 3-------------- 4-------------- 5--------------- 6
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

6.

Mr. Jones’ abuse of alcohol and drugs may have caused the incident.
1------------ 2-------------- 3--------------4------------- -5-------------- 6
Almost Never
Almost Always

7.

This incident occurred because society accepts it in marriage.
Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

8.

It is likely that the Jones’ home is in a slum or “bad” area.
1------------ 2-------------- 3--------------4---------------5--------------- 6
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

9.

As stress on the marriage increases, so does the probability of this type of
incident.
1------------ 2-------------- 3------ ------- 4---------------5---------------6
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

10. The Jones family is likely to be socially isolated from the community.

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

11. Mr. Jones mistreated his wife because in our society this is defined as
acceptable masculine behavior.
1------------ 2-------------- 3-------------- 4---------------5--------------- 6
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
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Memory Questions

Below we have a few memory questions. Please indicate to what extent you agree or
disagree with thefollowing statements, using the scale shown. Circle the number
that best reflects your opinion. Please ansiver the questions WITHOUT looking
back at the previous pages.
1.

The following words were presented in the story you just read: violence, stroke,
shaky.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

2.

The following words were presented in the story you just read: dispute, hit,
unsteady.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

3.

Throughout the story, Mr. and Mrs. Jones were referred to as “aggressor” and
“victim” respectively.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree

4.

Throughout the story, Mr. and Mrs. Jones were referred to as “defendant” and
“plaintiff” respectively.

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

5.

Mrs. Jones, the wife, shouted obscenities at Mr. Jones.
1---------- 2----------- 3----------- 4-----------5------------ 6----------- 7
Definitely Not
Definitely
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Please provide us with some demographic information about YOURSELF in the
space provided below:

Age:_______years
Gender:____ Male____ Female____ Other

Race/ethnicity:
Asian American
____ Black/African American
____ Caucasian/European American
____ Hispanic/Latino (a)
Native American
____ Other
If “other” please specify_________________________
Year in college:____ Freshman____ Sophomore____ Junior____ Senior___ Other
College major (s):_______________________________________

1.

Do you have thoughts about what we are expecting to learn in this study?

2.

At what point during the study did this idea occur to you?

Some items adapted from;

Gudjonsson, G. H., £ Singh, K. K. (1989). The revised Gudjonsson blame attribution
inventory. Person. Individ. Diff., 10 (1) 67-70.
Petretic-Jackson, P., Sandberg, G., & Jackson, T. L. (1994). The domestic violence
blame scale (DVBS). In L. VandeCreek, S. Knapp, & T. Jackson (Eds.) Innovations in
Clinical Practice: A Source Book, Vol. 13. (pp. 265-278). Sarasota, FL, US:
Professional Resource Press/Professional Resource Exchange.
Pierce, M. C., £ Harris, R. J. (1993). The effect of provocation, race, and injury
description of men's and women's perceptions of a wife-battering incident. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 23 (10) 767-790.

Rye, B. J., Greatrix, S. A., & Enright, C. S. (2006). The case of the guilty
victim: The effects of gender of victim and gender of perpetrator on attributions
of blame and responsibility. Sex Roles, 54, 639-649.
Saucier, D. A., Hockett, J. M., & Wallenberg, A. S. (2008). The impact of racial
slurs and racism on the perceptions and punishment of violent crime. J Interpers
Violence, 23 (5) 685-701.
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DEBRIEFING STATEMENT
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Study 1: Debriefing Statement

Debriefing

Thank you for participating in our study today, we appreciate your time and
effort. At the beginning of the study, you were told that we are interested in assessing
individual differences in perceptions regarding the events described in a hypothetical
scenario. That statement is accurate but the scope of our research is much more
specific. We are interested in studying how the presentation of an event can affect the
perceptions of blame and responsibility attributed to victims and aggressors in domestic
violence cases.
In this study, you were assigned to read one of two versions of the same story.
In one version, the event was described, and the protagonists addressed, with colloquial
everyday language. In the second version, the protagonists, some actions, and phrases
were substituted with euphemisms and politically correct terms. The purpose of the
substitution was to sanitize the events, reducing their impact. We are interested in
studying whether the framing of the story has an impact on how participants perceive
responsibility of both victim and aggressor.
We apologize for not disclosing the full purpose of this study from the
beginning, but it is necessary to do so in order to efficiently assess how participants
would truly respond to the different versions of the scenario; we hope you understand.
Finally, we would like to ask you to not share any information about this study
with other potential participants. Our participant sample is entirely dependent on
CSUSB undergraduate students; as you can imagine, data obtained from participants
aware of the study’s purpose would be meaningless for our analyses. Just as a
reminder, your participation in this study is completely confidential; your name will not
be connected to your data in any way. Thanks for your participation.

Please contact Dr. Donna Garcia, dmgarcia@csusb.edu, or Guillermo Villalobos,
villj322@csusb.edu, if you have any questions or concerns about this study.
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Study 2: Debriefing Statement

Debriefing
Thank you for participating in our study today, we appreciate your time and
effort. At the beginning of the study, you were told that we are interested in assessing
individual differences in perceptions regarding the events described in a hypothetical
scenario. That statement is accurate but the scope of our research is much more
specific. We are interested in studying how the presentation of an event can affect the
perceptions of blame and responsibility attributed to victims and aggressors in domestic
violence cases.
In this study, you were assigned to read one of four versions of the same story.
In one version, the event was described, and the protagonists addressed, with colloquial
everyday language. In the second version, the protagonists, some actions, and phrases
were substituted with euphemisms and politically correct terms. The third and fourth
versions were identical to the first and second, except that an instance of provocation
by the wife was inserted before the assault began.The purpose of the substitution was
to sanitize the events, reducing their impact. We are interested in studying whether the
framing of the story has an impact on how participants perceive responsibility of both
victim and aggressor. We are also interested in exploring the consequences that victim
provocation could have on perceptions of responsibility.
We apologize for not disclosing the full purpose of this study from the
beginning, but it is necessary to do so in order to efficiently assess how participants
would truly respond to the different versions of the scenario; we hope you understand.
Finally, we would like to ask you to not share any information about this study
with other potential participants. Our participant sample is entirely dependent on
CSUSB undergraduate students; as you can imagine, data obtained from participants
aware of the study’s purpose would be meaningless for our analyses. Just as a
reminder, your participation in this study is completely confidential; your name will not
be connected to your data in any way. Thanks for your participation.

Please contact Dr. Donna Garcia, dmgarcia@csusb.edu, or Guillermo Villalobos,
villj322@csusb.edu, if you have any questions or concerns about this study.
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HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW BOARD
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Human Subjects Review Board

Human Subjects Review Board
Department of Psychology
California State University,
San Bernardino
PI: Garcia, Donna, and Villalobos, Guillermo
From: John Clapper
Project Title: The influence of framing in perceptions of responsibility in a
domestic violence scenario
Project ID: H-10SP-15
Date: Monday, June 07, 2010

Disposition: Administrative Review
Your IRB proposal is approved. This approval is valid until 6/7/2011.

Good luck with your research!
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